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Weyland, Kurt. 2005. “Theories of Policy Diffusion: Lessons from
Latin American Pension Reform.” World Politics 57:2 (January),
262-295.
What accounts for the waves of policy diffusion that increasingly
sweep across regions of the world? Why do many diverse countries
adopt similar changes? Focusing on the spread of Chilean-style pen-
sion privatization in Latin America, this article assesses the relative
merit of four theoretical explanations that scholars of diffusion have
proposed. As the principal mechanism driving innovations’ spread,
these approaches emphasize external pressures, emanating especially
from international financial institutions; the quest for symbolic or
normative legitimacy; rational learning and cost-benefit calculation;
and cognitive heuristics, respectively. The article assesses which one
of these frameworks can best account for the three distinctive fea-
tures of diffusion, namely, its wavelike temporal pattern, its geo-
graphical clustering, and the spread of similarity amid diversity. While
several approaches contribute to understanding policy diffusion, the
analysis suggests that the cognitive-psychological framework offers
a particularly persuasive account of the spread of pension reform.
Woodruff, David M. 2005. “Commerce and Demolition in Tsarist
and Soviet Russia: Lessons for Theories of Trade Politics and the
Philosophy of Social Science.” Review of International Political
Economy 12:2 (May), 199-225.
Leaders of commodity-exporting states will sometimes push exports
even when world prices are declining, if export receipts allow access
to international capital markets. This article demonstrates that such
state-mediated ties between commodity and capital markets shaped
the politics of foreign trade in tsarist, and then Soviet, Russia. It also
refutes an alternate, group-centered explanation of the same historical
cases proposed in Rogowski’s Commerce and Coalitions, pointing
out serious empirical errors and oversights. These empirical prob-
lems have methodological roots. Searching for universal “laws,” rather
than sometimes-relevant “mechanisms,” limits the consideration of
counterhypotheses to those that apply to a whole universe of cases,
rather than a subset of them. Because such counterhypotheses serve
to determine which data are relevant, their exclusion weakens the
empirical tests to which proposed laws are subjected. Thus, the
ambition for generality may cause scholars to become inadvertently
too generous to the theories they seek to test.
2006 Giovanni Sartori Book Award
Recipient: Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies
and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 2005).
Committee: Gary Goertz, Univ. of Arizona (Chair); Tulia Falleti,
Univ. of Pennsylvania; Aaron Schneider, Univ. of Sussex
Citation: Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sci-
ences represents not only a synthesis of the work that George and
Bennett have conducted over the years (and decades, in the case of
George) but also a significant advance in the methodology of case
studies. The volume covers a wide range of topics, from the role of
case studies in theory development, to the techniques of process
tracing, to the methodologies of typological analysis.
Chapters discuss the issues surrounding the advantages and disad-
vantages of process-tracing, along with a systematic discussion of
how to apply this method and conduct case study research. In addi-
tion to the historical-process dimension, the volume’s chapters on
typological theory show how cases can be incorporated into cross-
sectional research.
Philosophy of science is extensively treated, as well. This is im-
portant because often courses take up the philosophy of science
implicit in large-N statistical methods and explicitly defended by
King, Keohane, and Verba. George and Bennett contend, instead, that
process-tracing and typological theorizing are powerful methods for
testing theories about causal mechanisms and for developing contin-
gent generalizations about the conditions under which these mecha-
nisms operate.
It is not surprising that the book has almost immediately upon
publication become a standard in various research design and qualita-
tive methods courses. The committee expects it to have a direct
impact on the quality of qualitative research that appears in the
coming years.
2006 Alexander L. George Article Award
Recipient: George Thomas, “What Dataset? The Qualitative Foun-
dations of Law and Courts Scholarship.” Law and Courts 16:1, 5-
12.
Committee: Cecelia Lynch, Univ. of California, Irvine (Chair); Ted
Hopf, Ohio State Univ.; Kenneth Shadlen, London School of Eco-
nomics and Political Science
Citation: The committee examined a highly competitive field of 15
nominated articles. We chose this piece by George Thomas because it
is a closely argued exposition of critical issues involved in case selec-
tion in the field of law and courts scholarship. It is also rich in meth-
odological insights for any subfield. The article links the case “method
to a systematic concern with research design,” the goal of the Alexander
George Award, in that it reviews a significant body of empirical work
on law and the courts while moving forward our understanding of the
relationship between theory and evidence, concept formation, and
case construction, as well as selection and “test” evaluation. Thomas’s
piece is elegant and eloquent in pointing out how the empirical de-
bates in the law and courts subfield are related to methodological
biases and notions of “science.”
Thomas directly addresses many of the central concerns involved
in qualitative research. He uses recent research on a variety of sub-
stantive issues, including civil liberties and the role of the courts, to
show how in-depth work that begins from well-informed (read: in-
ductively formed) questions produces conceptual and theoretical
breakthroughs in law and courts scholarship. For example, critical
insights that have challenged the counter-majoritarian thesis could
not be obtained without recent in-depth case research which demon-
strates that Congress often “invites” the Courts to settle ambiguous
language and, hence, policies.
Thomas uses these and other works to argue persuasively that
beginning our research with one or a few well-constructed cases can
be more productive than starting with a randomly constructed (and
hence putatively “objective”) dataset. While not ignoring the benefits
of research based on such datasets, Thomas also provides evidence
for his insistence that the qualitative/inductive method is equally
“scientific.” He makes the point, which bears repeating, that neither
cases, concepts or theories are “prefabricated,” that even quantitative
researchers rarely begin from the entire universe of potential cases,
and hence that the refinement of theory and prior theoretical and
substantive knowledge are symbiotic components of the scientific
enterprise.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.997441
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sions in the construction of historical narratives. Their illustrations
from comparative politics and international relations should resonate
with a wide readership. The committee anticipates that this nuanced
paper, and its published version, will have considerable impact on
theoretical arguments in historical institutionalist scholarship and the
application of qualitative methods more generally.
The committee also recognized the valuable insights of four other
papers (in alphabetical order): Thad Dunning, in “Improving Causal
Inference: Strengths and Limits of Natural Experiments,” brings at-
tention to the potential for greater use of experimentation as a comple-
ment to qualitative and quantitative research. Both Mona Lena Krook,
in “Comparing Methods for Studying Women in Politics: Statistical,
Case Study, and Qualitative-Comparative Techniques,” and Candice
Ortbals, in “N = 5 to 20: A Challenge to Feminist Research?” explore
the intersection of gender analysis and medium-n cases, with implica-
tions for research on many other issues. Paul Pierson, in “The Costs
of Marginalization: Qualitative Methods in the Study of American
Politics,” offers a refreshing and compelling critique that raises the
question of whether American political science is fundamentally
blinded by its reliance on a particular set of methodologies.
2006 Sage Paper Award
Recipient: Giovanni Capoccia and R. Daniel Keleman, “The Study
of Critical Junctures: Theory, Narrative, and Counterfactuals in
Institutional Theory.”
Committee: Audie Klotz (Chair), Syracuse Univ.; Lucan Way, Temple
Univ.; Daniel Ziblatt, Harvard Univ.
Citation: Capoccia and Kelemen address a concept widely–but loose-
ly–used in qualitative research. In particular, path dependency argu-
ments, a key element in historical institutionalism, are built upon the
notion of a critical juncture. Yet too little attention has been paid to
theoretical and methodological issues. First, Capoccia and Keleman
question what makes the confluence of certain outcomes a “juncture,”
and then they ask why some junctures should be considered “criti-
cal.” In response, they suggest guidelines, such as the need for counter-
factual arguments to bolster analytical claims, the recognition of un-
successful attempts at change as evidence of critical junctures, and the
significance of levels of analysis for demarcating key factors and deci-
